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MOUTHS OFF 
— What's this 'palinodizing'? Sounds like electro-plating dog food. 
(Pause) 
— Did Sontag really write all this crap? You're making it up. 
— No it's all there. 
— Well I take back every word of what I said. 
— Come on, let's get on. We gotta get this done, the band comes on at 
four o'clock. 
(Later) 
— There are a number of naive considerations that deserve to be, and 
cannot be, put to one side. Like: do I really like Camera Lucida; would I 
defend it if it bore another signature? What is the punctum of Camera 
Lucida itself? 
— The punctum of Camera Lucida is its smell. 
— Yeh it smells of death. 
— The question is: how much do we want to explicit our strategy in 
the writing of this? 
— What about: is he really dead? 
— Well, after all you'd think he of all people could have looked both 
ways. You know, as in the dual aspect of the sign and all the other 
dualities of semiology. Which reminds me: what do you call a dead 
aristocratic semiologist? 
(Pause) 
— Roland van Barthes? 
— What about: Camion Lucida"] 
(Later still) 
— This bit's okay, apart from the last two lines. 
— Well perhaps I'm just a Stalinist shit who can't see anything in the 
bourgeois cult of the self. 
— No it's purely organisational — my only objection is that it doesn't 
really follow when you talk about the subject and then suddenly start 
talking about literature — and this is another objection. 
— No one expects the Spanish Inquisition. 
— It is a second objection: the last statement's not substantiated. 
— But the quote before it is its substantiation, '. . . it is reality': that 
stuff. It just oozes Barthes' wallowing in his own interior. I can't see the 
critique in that. 
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— You just don't like me saying nasty things about that nice old M. 
Barthes that you go rushing off to sit at the feet of on your bludges to 
Paris. Jesus Christ, I can just imagine. And the pretentious ticket from 
some Paris theatre that just accidentally happens to fall out of your 
French copy o^Lover's Discourse. Jesusl 
(Much later — a band in the background) 
— I just thought this 'Inaugural Lecture' was a bit of interesting Bar-
thesiana that Sontag threw into the Reader because she's just a Barthes 
sniffer too. 
— STOP: you're not writing what I'm dictating. I want to have my 
say in section one as well. (The other types:) Well, as it turns out, it's 
called Legon and exists as a separate book in the French. I'm very 
familiar with it as a book. It forms an important articulation with sub-
sequent texts such as the unpublished seminars and the Lover's Discourse 
which I think was also a seminar. (Pause) Should you write that? I mean, 
what if I'm wrong? Suppose J. Gerald Kennedy will correct me. 
— Our standing among the literary scholars is bad enough after that 
thing on V. We could get drummed out of the profession. 
— I haven't been drummed in yet. 
— Noel King said it was a 'nasty little number' or some such. 
— Couldn't we have a go at Boak too or some of Barthes' translators 
since we've got a bit of spare space? 
— Spare? You said two pages per section and here you go well over 
the page with some abstruse bit of Derrida in French that no one can 
understand but you. 
— Page limit! Hah! You're just behaving like you do when we play 
Scrabble, inventing a new rule every time I come up with a good word. 
'No proper nouns, no plurals . . .' That Derrida quote just kept getting 
longer every time I looked at it in order to try and cut it down. That's all. 
— But you always say more than me anyhow — and why is it that 
when we set out to disagree we always end up agreeing with one another? 
You get to a certain point and you can't tell which one is speaking. 
— Good idea. Why don't we set it up so that two people are speaking 
and then we could get them, after all the shouting and stuff, to agree, just 
arbitrarily at the end because that's an absurdity. It never really happens 
like that but we could make it happen to show its absurdity. 
— This is really a clever text because we're doing something like Bar-
thes says he does under 'enunciation vs. analysis' in Lover's Discourse. 
He says he's showing it rather than saying it. 
— He says . . . ? 
— Listen write this, uhm: since I let you have Descartes, even though 
I thought of it first, uhm (hee hee hee), you have to get rid of 
'metapowerfulness'. 
— Sounds like Scrabble again. 
(It goes on this way for some time) 
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